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ABSTRACT 
A study was conducted in Cape Town to determine whether family income has impact on university 
students’ entrepreneurial self-efficacy. It is argued that self-efficacy is an engine to promote 
entrepreneurship, which has the possibility of providing a source of income in the families. The 
motive to conduct the current study is to further the debate about entrepreneurship in South Africa, 
and the way it can come forward. A hypothetical-deductive approach was adopted. Survey 
correlational was adopted as the study design, while SPSS was used to capture and analyze the 
data. Data was collected on 274 entrepreneurship students, using an adapted questionnaire. 
Cronbach’s Alpha was used to measure the reliability of the instrument.  
Findings reveal that there is a positive correlation between independent variable of income and 
dependent variable of self-efficacy. The implications of the results to policy makers have been 
outlined along with suggestions for future researches in order to refine our present positions and 
understanding of this relationship.  
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INTRODUCTION 
Becoming an entrepreneur, requires multi attributes that interact together to lead the individual to 
the adoption of that behaviour. Entrepreneurs who succeed are those whose attributes vary 
according to the changing stages of the venture. Self-efficacy is regarded as one of the most 
important features that make a huge contribution before individuals make a move towards starting 
a business. Self-efficacy presents itself as an empowering tool, because empowered individuals feel 
less constrained and more self-efficacious, more independent and creative, and are likely to be 
innovative and excel in what they do (Urban, 2005; Thomas and Velthouse, 1990; Conger and 
Kanungo, 1988). 
Researchers continue to inquire about the drivers of entrepreneurship in many different regions 
including South Africa, where researches on this kind remain sketchy; hence responding to the 
question of how entrepreneurship comes about, remains a topic of high contention. Research 
conducted by Hopp and Stephan (2012) points out that for entrepreneurship to take place, there 
must be start-up motivation that strengths the entrepreneurs’ commitment to the success of the 
venture.  
It is confidently argued that the creation of an operational venture requires substantial amount of 
confidence in people’s abilities in order to face the challenges and persist when “turbulence” hits 
the environment (Markman and Baron, 2003). Townsend, Busenitz and Arthurs (2010), Cassar and 
Friedman (2009) concur and posit that self-efficacy has been found to be predictive of progress 
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during the process of venture creation. Consistent with this argument, start-up motivation as well 
as self-efficacy are crucial factors to shape the destiny of a nascent entrepreneur (Hopp and Stephan, 
2012).  
Given the importance of self-efficacy briefly described above, the researcher proposes to 
investigate certain aspects and factors that can drive self-efficacy, among others income in the 
family, with a focus on South African environment. Departing from the debates and findings from 
previous researchers on the topic, as well as the research variables, this study sets a hypothesis: 
“Family income has a positive impact on university students’ self-efficacy in South Africa”. As an 
emerging market, South Africa continues to attract researchers’ interests with regard to 
entrepreneurship and this research contributes in that regard.  
The major goal of this paper is to investigate whether family income has an impact on university 
students’ entrepreneurial self-efficacy. In an attempt to achieve this goal, the following sections 
will have to be put together. Section 2 outlines the scholars’ view and debates on both major 
variables of the study: family income and self-efficacy. Section 3 develops the methodology 
followed to carry out this study. In section 4, the research presents the findings and their analysis, 
and lastly, section 5 concludes and make recommendations.  
 
PREVIOUS DEBATES ABOUT THE CONSTRUCTS OF THE STUDY  
INCOME 
Akanbi (2013); Ahmed, Nawaz, Ahmad, Shaukat, Usman, Rehman & Ahmed (2010) posit that 
financial resources in the family are a significant source of entrepreneurial intentions as family 
members with financial resources become symbol of entrepreneurship and source of financial and 
non-financial help. In similar vein, and while studying on the role of income distribution and 
economic growth on entrepreneurship, Martin, Picazo and Navarro (2010) remark that income has 
a huge role to play in the promotion of entrepreneurship, on condition that it is equally distributed 
which will result in reduction of social stress and factors that counter the innovation. This view was 
further supported by Wiseman and Young (2012) who hypothesized that entrepreneurship scores 
are positively correlated with income levels. The findings from their analysis, proved the hypothesis 
correct with a strong correlation rate.  
The findings from the studies above were in contrast with the previous findings from Acs, Desai 
and Hessels (2008), who reported that in low-income countries such as Uganda, Peru and Ecuador, 
had a high level of self-employment, leading to conclude to a high level of entrepreneurial activity 
as confirmed by GEM program. On the other side, Acs, Desai and Hessels (2008), confirm that 
high-income countries such as Japan, Sweden and Germany, had a much lower level of 
entrepreneurial activity as measured by GEM program.  
Furthermore, Acs, Desai and Hessels (2008) highlight the positive role of income on 
entrepreneurship development in high-income places, while a negative relationship was found 
between necessity-based entrepreneurship and economic development in low-income countries.  
 
SELF-EFFICACY 
Role of self-efficacy 
Self-efficacy is seen as the belief in one’s capabilities to organise and execute the courses of action 
necessary to successfully manage prospective situations. Akanbi (2013) refers to self-efficacy as 
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overconfidence personality attribute that positively affects entrepreneurship. Hence, Kalaycioğlu 
(2015); Bandura and Locke (2003) & Bandura (1993) maintain that people with a “resilient sense 
of self-efficacy set challenging goals for themselves, make good use of analytic thinking skills, and 
have a firmer commitment to reach these goals”. The authors go further and posit that the 
possession of a high level of self-efficacy regulates and reduces both stress and anxiety.  
Referring to students’ self-efficacy, Kalaycioğlu (2015); Lee & Stankov (2013); Alci, Erden & 
Baykal (2010), Ɩş Güzel, & Baykal (2010) and Chiu & Xihua (2008), argue that it is positively 
associated with students’ academic performance. Consistent with many other concepts of social 
sciences, self-efficacy is not understood in the same manner throughout various parts of the world. 
Schaubroeck, Lam and Xie (2000), pointed out that people’s perception of self-efficacy are 
different between western from eastern cultures.  
Arising from Bandura’s (1982) definition of self-efficacy that considers it as a task-specific 
consideration of perceived fitness to perform a particular activity, Akanbi (2013), Markam, Balkin 
and Baron (2002) posit that the construct of self-efficacy has been associated with the pursuit of 
entrepreneurial venture, perseverance and personal effectiveness.  
Considering self-efficacy as one of the motivating factors of personality traits, Hopp and Stephan 
(2012) posit that these aspects exerts more power that other factors of generic human capital such 
as education and work experience, with regard to instilling people in venture creation. Similarly, 
new entrepreneurs with high motivation and entrepreneurial self-efficacy will be capable of better 
coping with the challenges associated with staring a successful venture.  
Prominent researchers in entrepreneurship such as Bandura (1997) supports the view that 
confidence if a crucial factor to determine whether individuals have the skills and abilities needed 
to successfully perform all the necessary tasks to run a venture. Particularly, self-efficacy or 
expectations of personal efficacy will determine whether right behavior will be initiated, how much 
effort needed and how obstacles will be opposed.  
Bandura and Locke (2003) confirm the above statement when they note that evidence from a 
number of countries and from different disciplines exist that self-efficacy beliefs are significant 
contributors to motivation and venture performance.   
 
METHODOLOGY 
Design 
The study adopted a correlational survey as a design, while the important issue was to decide on 
the steps to follow in order to demonstrate that the study hypothesis is true or false. Moreover, this 
is in accordance with Bless, Higson-Smith and Kagee (2006) suggestion. For the purpose of the 
current study, the following steps were followed: 
1) Review and analyze the literature on family income, as well as on self-efficacy 
2) Design and pilot-test the questionnaire 
3) Administer the questionnaire and collect data 
4) Capturing data and generation of statistical data 
5) Analysis and interpretation of data. 
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Research strategy 
Survey  
The study was quantitative in nature, hence survey was a suitable methodology. Survey 
methodology presents a number of advantages such as allowing to deal with a bigger number of 
information from a large population. Furthermore, it can reach a large number of respondents to be 
included in the study. Flexibility is another advantage of survey studies.  
 
Techniques and procedures 
Questionnaire design 
The two variables of the study; family income and self-efficacy were the basis for questionnaire 
design. The questionnaire comprised of section with nominal data, such as biographical information 
of the respondents, and a section with ordinal data. On the ordinal data, two categories were used;  
 Closed-ended questions where respondents had to indicate the extent to which they 
disagree or agree with statements that had a rating scale.  
 Open-ended questions where respondents had to express themselves in their own words in 
providing responses thereby eliminating the limitations that are imposed by closed-ended 
questions.  
After drafting the questionnaire in a manner described above, pilot testing was done where thirty 
entrepreneurship students and lecturers inclusively, participated in it, and most of the thirty 
questionnaires were completed with the presence of the researcher. A few of the respondents chose 
to complete the questionnaire in a self-administered manner, but were requested to give their 
contact details for a follow up. After an agreed upon time had elapsed, a reminder e-mail was sent 
and the researcher received all the questionnaires from which, it was realized that it took 
approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete the questionnaire. Furthermore, all the 30 
questionnaires were scrutinized to check whether the respondents had had troubles in interpreting 
and filling them, and to determine whether instructions had been understood as well as to visualize 
criticisms and comments from them. This was done in fulfillment of Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 
(2003) advice that each pilot-test questionnaire must be scrutinized to extract all necessary 
information to improve the quality of the questionnaire. Based on this scrutiny, a few changes were 
done on the questionnaire, concerning the wording and formatting.  
With regard to the reliability of the instrument, the statistical analysis indicated that the instrument 
had a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.877.  
 
Data collection 
In research, data can be collected in three different ways; personal interviews, telephonic interviews 
and self-administered questionnaires (Cooper and Schindler, 2003). Earlier, Remenyi, Williams, 
Money & Swart (1998) had pointed out there exists two different methods through which evidence 
can be gathered; interviews and self-completion. With regard to the current study, survey 
questionnaire in a self-administered fashion was the preferred method.  
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Primary data analysis  
In the process of analyzing data, the current study went beyond the simple tabulation of frequency 
distribution and average calculations, to calculate bivariate tests of statistical significance as the 
study tested the relationship between two variables. The section below presents the data and its 
analysis.  
 
FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS  
Family background of the respondents 
In trying to assess the role of family income on self-efficacy, family background becomes an 
important factor to talk about. Zirpoli (2014) articulates that parents’ level of education and their 
professions have a paramount importance in what their children can become in entrepreneurship. 
He further posits that the environment in which children develop and grow, are the major variables 
concerning their well-being and overall social bahaviours.  
The information presented in the following two tables shows the respondents’ parents’ occupation 
that might have correlation with the level of income in their families.  
Table 1: Father's occupation 
 Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 
Valid Professional: 
Own Business 
72 26.3 31.7 31.7 
Professional: 
Salaried 
102 37.2 44.9 76.7 
Skilled worker 24 8.8 10.6 87.2 
Unskilled worker 11 4.0 4.8 92.1 
Unemployed 9 3.3 4.0 96.0 
Retiree 9 3.3 4.0 100.0 
Total 227 82.8 100.0  
Missing System 47 17.2   
Total 274 100.0   
 
As shown from Table 1 above, 37.2% of the respondents’ fathers work as professionals, while 
26.3% of the fathers were professional business owners. Both percentages represent a significant 
number of 63.5% of the respondents’ fathers who are professionals. A further percentage of 8.8 
represents of a group of respondents whose fathers are skilled workers, followed by a 4% group of 
respondents whose fathers are unskilled workers. All these incomes combined, they represent a 
significant number of 76.3% of respondents’ fathers who earn income. This reflects secure incomes 
in these families and one could think of an opportunity for entrepreneurship to arise from them due 
to those incomes that may be used as capital.  
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Table 2: Mother's occupation 
 Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 
Valid Professional: Own 
Business 
42 15.3 18.1 18.1 
Professional: 
Salaried 
115 42.0 49.6 67.7 
Skilled worker 20 7.3 8.6 76.3 
Unskilled worker 22 8.0 9.5 85.8 
Unemployed 23 8.4 9.9 95.7 
Retiree 7 2.6 3.0 98.7 
Other 3 1.1 1.3 100.0 
Total 232 84.7 100.0  
Missing System 42 15.3   
Total 274 100.0   
 
Table 2 above, shows that 15.3% of the respondents’ mothers are professional owners of their 
businesses, while 42% of the respondents’ mothers are salaried professionals. The table shows 
further a 7.3% of the respondents’ mothers who are skilled workers, while an 8% of the 
respondents’ mothers are unskilled workers. The combination of all these percentages represents a 
significant figure of 72.6% of the respondents’ mothers who earn income. With such a significant 
level of income in the families, it should be an opportunity to think of entrepreneurship from these 
families with support of these incomes.   
 
CORRELATION ANALYSIS 
Correlation analysis is defined as the determination of a co-relationship or association between two 
quantities. The current study aims to determine whether there exists a positive or negative 
relationship between independent variable of socio-economic values and the dependent variable of 
self-efficacy.  
Table 3: Correlation between income and self-efficacy 
Item 
Pearson 
Correlation 
“p” value 
The level of income in the family stimulates entrepreneurial 
initiatives. 0.175 0.005 
If I had a job with a high income, I would save for my 
entrepreneurial venture. 0.162 0.009 
I would use my high income to open a business venture. 0.190 0.002 
I know people who used their income to open up a business 
venture. 0.372 0.000 
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From table 3 above, the following information was deduced about the relationship between the 
independent variable of income and dependent variable of self-efficacy:  
Seven items were used to test this relationship. Statistical analysis revealed that only four items had 
a correlation “p” of more than 0.005. This led to the conclusion that there is definitely a relationship 
between the two constructs and that the variable of income is statistically significant. This finding 
reinforce the generic sentiment among people that higher income can instill entrepreneurship 
behavior. However, Kalitanyi (2016) and Luiz and Mariotti (2011) argue in different direction that 
students from poorest families, seem to be more confident about entrepreneurial behavior. 
 
REGRESSION ANALYSIS  
Regression analysis is conducted to anayse relationships that have been identified during the 
correlation analysis. Kahane (2008) states that the starting point in regression analysis is to have 
something to test such as a hypothesis or idea, then we gather data and analyse them to check if our 
hypothesis or idea is verified. As posited by Willemse (2009), when a study involves two variables, 
the regression equation that is applied is  
ŷ =a + bx, where: 
ŷ = estimated y value for a given x-value 
a = intercept on the y-axis 
b = the slope (the average change in y for each change of 1 unit in x).  
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Table 4: Regression between income and self-efficacy 
Model 
Unstandardised 
coefficients 
Standardised 
coefficients 
T Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 2.532 .435  5.824 .000 
The level of income in the 
family stimulates 
entrepreneurial initiatives. 
.059 .039 .106 1.491 .138 
I think of entrepreneurial 
initiatives because there is 
enough income to capitalise 
them. 
-.025 .040 -.044 -.620 .536 
Members of families with a 
high income are not 
motivated to behave 
entrepreneurially. 
-.032 .036 -.061 -.872 .384 
People without sufficient 
income are motivated to 
behave entrepreneurially. 
.032 .039 .059 .822 .412 
If I had a job with a high 
income, I would save for my 
entrepreneurial venture. 
.045 .057 .068 .795 .427 
I would use my high income 
to open a business venture. 
.029 .064 .043 .456 .649 
I know people who used 
their income to open up 
business ventures. 
.225 .048 .350 4.661 .000 
Monthly income .010 .011 .060 .904 .367 
Do you intend to open up a 
business? 
-.040 .294 -.009 -.136 .892 
If you intend opening up a 
business, when? 
.106 .051 .138 2.055 .041 
Dependent Variable: Self-efficacy 
 
For the current study, the regression analysis was performed using the above formula to test the 
strength of the relationship between income as independent variable and dependent variable of self-
efficacy. The results of the analysis show that model coefficients were significant at p=0.001<0.05, 
while the model summary indicated 0.072>0.05. This shows that the model fits the data. Looking 
at the table 4 above, two items (I know people who used their income to open up business ventures 
and the time within which respondents are envisaging starting up their businesses) meet the criteria 
of having effect on the dependent variable as they have a par value of 0.000 and 0.041 respectively.  
The conclusion of this analysis is that the variable of income increases the chances of self-efficacy 
among entrepreneurship students of South African Universities. While the current study reached 
these promising results in South African environment, previous studies by Akanbi (2013), Luiz and 
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Mariotti (2011), had concluded that family income does not have effect of entrepreneurial behavior. 
Furthermore, Luiz and Mariotti (2011) discovered that the respondents’ answers varied depending 
on whether they come from a well-off families or poor families. In fact, they found that at least 
students from poor backgrounds think of opening a small business, while those from richer 
backgrounds think of finding employment in bigger companies or dream of opening an innovative 
business.  
 
REVISITING THE HYPOTHESIS 
In the beginning, the article set as hypothesis that income in the family positively shapes 
entrepreneurial self-efficacy of university students. Even if the content of literature reviewed did 
not corroborate this hypothesis, the analyses of correlation and regression have revealed a positive 
relationship between both variables. We therefore conclude that the hypothesis is proven correct.  
 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
The current paper explored the link between income and entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Previous 
researches on these two constructs are very rare and none has provided evidence of existence of a 
relationship between them. However, in South African environment, the current study used 
university students as units of investigation and found that family income shares a strong and 
statistically significant relationship with entrepreneurial self-efficacy.  
This “stand-alone” finding raises a number of issues, as to whether respondents who do not yet 
earn income understand the way family income is distributed for the households’ survival. It also 
raises the question of whether the respondents would do anything in their power to save and use 
their incomes in the future in order to use it for entrepreneurial bahaviour.  
From these questions, it is recommended that a different segment of the population be utilized to 
test the same variables. Furthermore, a longitudinal study on the same study group would enrich 
further the discussions and confirm or contrast the current findings.  
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